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HUB  LAW  OFFICES 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  ) 

INTERNATIONAL,  a  California  ) 
not-for-profit  religious  ) 

corporation;  ) 

Plaintiff,  ) 

) 

vs .  ) 

) 

GERALD  ARMSTRONG  and  DOES  1  ) 

through  25,  inclusive,  ) 

Defendants.  ) 

_ ) 


Case  No.  BC  052395 

PLAINTIFF'S  OPPOSITION  TO 
DEFENDANT'S  MOTION  TO  STRIKE 


DATE:  July  2,  1992 
TIME:  8:30  a.m. 

DEPT:  30 

DISCOVERY  CUTOFF:  None 
MOTION  CUTOFF:  None 
TRIAL  DATE:  None 


I. 

INTRODUCTION 

Defendant  Gerald  Armstrong's  frivolous  motion  to  strike 
directly  contradicts  his  simultaneous  demurrer.  In  his  demurrer, 
Armstrong  asks  this  Court  to  find  that  the  Settlement  Agreement 
signed  by  the  parties  in  1986  ("the  Agreement")  is  invalid.  He 
also  asserts  that  plaintiff  has  failed  to  allege  facts  showing 
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the  fairness  of  the  consideration  provided.1  However,  with  this 
motion  to  strike,  Armstrong  seeks  to  remove  from  the  complaint 
all  of  the  allegations  which  provide  the  necessary  facts  showing 
the  fairness  and  necessity  of  each  of  the  provisions  Armstrong 
claims  in  the  demurrer  are  "unfair."  In  other  words,  Armstrong's 
demurrer  sets  forth  in  fifteen  overly  long  pages  all  of  the 
reasons  why  his  motion  to  strike  must  be  denied.  The  paragraphs 
which  he  erroneously  seeks  to  strike  provide  a  complete 
explanation  for  the  bargained— for  provisions  which  he  has 
breached,  and  which  he  claims  the  "right"  to  breach  again  and 
again  and  again.  This  motion  to  strike  is  frivolous,  and  must  be 
denied. 

II. 

THERE  IS  NO  SUPPORT  IN  LAW  OR  FACT  FOR 

ARMSTRONG'S  MOTION  TO  STRIKE 

Plaintiff,  Church  of  Scientology  International  ("plaintiff" 
or  "the  Church")  entered  into  the  Agreement  with  Armstrong  in  the 
wake  of  long  and  bitter  litigation.,  Armstrong  was  not  content 
merely  to  sue  the  Church  in  his  own  cross-complaint;  he  had  been 
active  in  fomenting  other  litigation,  and  involved  in  a  plot  to 
destroy  Church  leadership  and  force  the  Church  into  receivership 
for  his  own  profit.  Because  of  Armstrong's  history,  the  Church 
insisted  on  provisions  in  the  Agreement  which  would  end 
Armstrong's  lengthy  and  hostile  campaign  against  his  former 
religion.  [First  Amended  Complaint,  2;  9-10;  12.]  These 

1  As  discussed  in  plaintiff's  opposition  to  the  demurrer, 
neither  of  these  arguments  have  any  merit.  Both  were  rejected  by 
Judge  Sohigian  on  May  28,  1992,  when  he  entered  a  preliminary 
injunction  in  this  matter.  [Ex.  A.] 
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provisions,  which  included  requirements  that  Armstrong  return  to 
the  Church  documents  which  he  had  stolen,  end  his  voluntary  aid 
to  other  litigants  and  keep  silent  concerning  his  claimed 
experiences  with  the  Church  and  its  Founder  [Ex.  A  to  First 
Amended  Complaint,  4-8],  are  precisely  the  sort  of  settlement 
provisions  found  in  many  agreements  which  end  long  and  bitter 
disputes.  Yet,  his  settlement  money  now  spent,  Armstrong  has 
chosen  to  breach  the  Agreement,  not  once,  but  repeatedly. 

Indeed,  his  breaches  are  so  prolific  that  plaintiff  has  already 
been  forced  to  amend  the  complaint  to  add  not  one  additional 
cause  of  action,  but  seven.  [First  Amended  Complaint,  40-70.] 
Armstrong  has  admitted  the  conduct  complained  of  in 
plaintiff's  complaint.  ^  He  has  made  no  defense  to  the 
complaint,  other  than  to  pick  and  choose  which  portions  of  the 
Agreement  he  now  wishes  to  repudiate.  It  is  precisely  because  of 
Armstrong's  attempts  to  repudiate  those  portions  of  the  Agreement 
which  flow  to  plaintiff's  benefits,  while  retaining  all  the 
benefits  which  he  claimed  under  the  Agreement,  that  plaintiff  has 
included  in  the  complaint  the  relevant  allegations  which 
Armstrong  challenges  with  this  motion.  The  allegations  that 
Armstrong  complains  of  are  not,  as  he  alleges,  a  recitation  of 
events  at  issue  in  the  litigation  between  the  parties  which  ended 
with  the  Agreement.  Rather,  they  allege  the  circumstances, 
extraneous  to  the  litigation,  which  gave  rise  to  the  Agreement, 


2  See  Ex.  A,  section  3. 
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and  which  explain  its  terms .  ^ 

Indeed,  the  need  for  these  allegations  is  stated  very 
plainly  in  Armstrong's  concurrent  demurrer.  There,  Armstrong 
claims  (falsely)  that  plaintiff  has  not  "affirmatively  [pled] 
facts  to  support  the  fairness  and  justness  of  the  agreement." 

[Def.  Men.  p.  7.]  The  facts  which  he  seeks  to  excise  from  the 
complaint  with  this  motion,  however,  are  precisely  that:  facts 
which  support  the  fairness  and  justness  of  the  Agreement  and  all 
of  its  provisions.  The  facts  contained  in  paragraphs  9-10 
describe  the  negotiations  which  led  to  paragraphs  7(D),  7(H), 
7(1),  10  and  12  through  18  of  the  Agreement.  They  specify  the 
conduct  of  Armstrong,  outside  the  confines  of  his  own  litigation, 
which  correctly  led  plaintiff  to  conclude  that  a  settlement  would 
be  meaningless  without  these  provisions. 

None  of  the  cases  cited  by  Armstrong  provide  support  for  the 
sweeping  removal  of  facts  from  the  complaint  which  he  seeks  here. 
In  American  Aeronautics  Coro,  v.  Grand  Central  Aircraft  (1957) 

155  Cal . App . 2d  69,  317  P.2d  694,  704,  for  example,  the  Court  did 


3  The  provision  of  the  Agreement  relied  upon  by  Armstrong  was 
plainly  not  intended  to  prevent  the  parties  from  disclosing  the 
circumstances  surrounding  the  making  of  the  Agreement  in  the  . 
event  of  a  breach.  Moreover,  since  Armstrong  is  attempting  in 
his  demurrer  to  argue  that  the  entire  Agreement  is  y oi£  and 
unenforceable,  he  is  estopped  from  relying  in  this  motion  on  a 
provision  of  the  Agreement  to  afford  him  protection. 

4  Armstrong's  objection  to  these  portions  of  the  Complaint  is 
not  made  in  good  faith.  He  demurred  to  plaintiff's  original^ 
complaint  by  arguing  that  the  consideration  was  "unfair"  because 
it  restricted  his  First  Amendment  rights.  He  also  made  this 
argument  to  Judge  Sohigian,  who  rejected  it.  Plaintif: f  a®®n^ed 
its  complaint,  and  added  allegations  to  cure  the  claimed  defect 
—  that  it  had  not  alleged  the  fairness  of  the  consideration. 

Now  Armstrong  seeks  to  remove  from  the  complaint  the  very 
information  he  previously  —  and  falsely  —  claimed  was  lacking. 
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not  order  any  matters  stricken  from  the  complaint  at  all.  In 
Tostevin  v.  Doucrlas  (1958)  160  Cal.App.2d  321/  325  P.2d  130/  136/ 


2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 


the  court  struck  a  fourth  amended  complaint  which  attempted  to 
plead  facts  which  directly  contradicted  earlier  pleading  efforts. 

No  similar  circumstance  exists  here.  In  Neal  v. _ Bank  of  America 

(1949)  93  Cal . App. 2d  678,  209  P.2d  825,  827,  the  court  found  that 
an  "amended  complaint"  which  did  not  change  the  allegations  of  a 
complaint  to  which  a  demurrer  had  been  sustained,  was  properly 
stricken.  Again,  this  does  not  describe  plaintiff's  well-pleaded 
complaint.  Finally,  in  Bart ling  v.  Glendale  Adventist  Medical 
Center  (1986)  184  Cal. App. 3d  961,  229  Cal.Rptr.  360,  363—364,  the 

court  struck  language  not  because  it  was  inflammatory,  as 
Armstrong  asserts,  but  because  it  was  conclusory.  The  language 
which  Armstrong  attacks  in  plaintiff's  complaint  is  neither;  it 
is  simply  a  rendition  of  the  facts  which  plaintiff  intends  to 
prove  at  trial. 

III. 

CONCLUSION 

Armstrong's  motion  to  strike  is  directly  at  odds  with  his 
demurrer.  Armstrong  simultaneously  accuses  plaintiff  of  failing 
to  plead  enough  facts  and  of  pleading  too  many  facts.  He  cannot 
have  it  both  ways.  Armstrong's  own  papers  demonstrate  eloquently 
why  plaintiff  included  the  explanatory  allegations  in  the 
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complaint,  and  why  they  are  necessary.  Armstrong's  frivolous 
motion  to  strike  should  be  denied. 


Dated:  June  25,  1992  Respectfully  submitted, 

BOWLES  &  MOXON 

By: 

Andrew  H.  Wilson 
WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO 

Attorneys  for  Plaintiff 
CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL 
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Exhibit  A 


DEPT.  88 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OP  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


Date:  May  28,  1992 

Honorable  Ronald  M.  Sohigian,  Judge 
1 

BC  052395 

Church  of  Scientology,  International 
vs. 


M.  Cervantes,  Deputy  Cleric 
None  (e.r.m.  > 


(Parties  and  Counsel  checked  if  present) 

Counsel  For 
Plaintiff 


Gerald  Armstrong,  et  al. 


Counsel  For 
Defendant 


No  Appearances 


NATURE  OF  PROCEEDINGS:  RULING  ON  MATTER  TAKEN  UNDER  SUBMISSION  ON  MAY 

27,  1992 


In  this  matter  heretofore  taken  under  submission  on  May  27,  1992,  the 
court  now  makes  the  following  ruling. 


1  Plaintiff's  legal  remedies  are  inadequate  insofar  as  the  scope 
of  relief  ordered  below  is  concerned,  but  not  otherwise.  CCP  526(4)  and 
(5)  . 


2  The  threatened  acts  which  are  restrained  by  the  order  referred 
to  below,  but  only  those  threatened  acts,  would  do  irreparable  harm  to 
plaintiff  which  could  not  be  compensated  by  monetary  damages.  CCP 
526(2). 


3  On  the  basis  of  the  instant  record,  there  is  a  reasonable 
probability  that  plaintiff  will  prevail  after  trial  of  this  case  in  the 
respects  restrained  by  this  order.  CCP  526(1);  cf.,  San  Francisco 
Newspaper  Printing  Co..  Inc,  vs.  Superior  Court  (Miller)  (1985)  170  Cal. 
App.  3d  438. 


4  Plaintiff  is  likely  to  suffer  greater  injury  from  denial  of 
the  preliminary  injunction  the  terms  of  which  are  set  out  below  than  the 
injury  which  defendant  is  likely  to  suffer  if  it  is  granted.  See 
Robbins  vs.  Superior  Court  (Countv  of  Sacramento)  (1985)  38  Cal.  3d  199, 
206. 


5  The  granting  of  a  preliminary  injunction  in  the  terms  set  out 
below  will  preserve  the  status  quo  pending  trial. 


1  [Page  1  of  4]  Dept.  88  Judge  Sohigian 


May  28,  1992 


DEPT.  88 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OP  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


Date:  May  28,  1992 

Honorable  Ronald  M.  Sohigian,  Judge 
la  

BC  052395 

Church  of  Scientology,  International 
vs . 


H.  Cervantes,  Deputy  Clerk 
None  (e.r.m.  > 


(Parties  and  Counsel  checked  if  present) 

Counsel  For 
Plaintiff 


Gerald  Armstrong,  et  al. 


Counsel  For 
Defendant 


No  Appearances 

NATURE  OF  PROCEEDINGS:  RULING  ON  MATTER  TAKEN  UNDER  SUBMISSION  ON  MAY 
27,  1992 

6  Application  for  preliminary  injunction  is  granted  in  part,  in 
the  following  respects  only. 

Defendant  Gerald  Armstrong,  his  agents,  and  persons  acting  in 
concert  or  conspiracy  with  him  (excluding  attorneys  at  law  who  are 
not  said  defendant's  agents  or  retained  by  him)  are  restrained  and 
enjoined  during  the  pendency  of  this  suit  pending  further  order  of 
court  from  doing  directly  or  indirectly  any  of  the  following: 

Voluntarily  assisting  any  person  (not  a  governmental 
organ  or  entity)  intending  to  make,  intending  to  press, 
intending  to  arbitrate,  or  intending  to  litigate  a  claim 
against  the  persons  referred  to  in  sec.  1  of  the  "Mutual 
Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December, 
1986  regarding  such  claim  or  regarding  pressing,  arbitrating, 
or  litigating  it. 

Voluntarily  assisting  any  person  (not  a  governmental 
organ  or  entity)  arbitrating  or  litigating  a  claim  against  the 
persons  referred  to  in  sec.  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All 
Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986. 

The  court  does  not  intend  by  the  foregoing  to  prohibit 
defendant  Armstrong  from:  (a)  being  reasonably  available  for  the 
service  of  subpoenas  on  him;  (b)  accepting  service  of  subpoenas  on 
him  without  physical  resistance,  obstructive  tactics,  or  flight; 
(c)  testifying  fully  and  fairly  in  response  to  properly  put 
questions  either  in  deposition,  at  trial,  or  in  other  legal  or 
arbitration  proceedings;  (d)  properly  reporting  or  disclosing  to 
authorities  criminal  conduct  of  the  persons  referred  to  in  sec.  1 
of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of 
December,  1986;  or  (e)  engaging  in  gainful  employment  rendering 
clerical  or  paralegal  services  not  contrary  to  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  this  order. 
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Hay  28,  1992 


DEPT.  88 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OP  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


Date.  Hay  28,  1992 

Honorable  Ronald  M.  Sohigian,  Juige 

lb 

BC  052395 

Church  of  Scientology,  International 


M.  Cervantes,  Deputy  Clerk 
None  (e.r.m.) 


(Parties  and  Counsel  checked  if  present) 


Counsel  For 
Plaintiff 


VS. 


Gerald  Armstrong,  et  al. 


Counsel  For 
Defendant 


No  Appearances 

NATURE  OF  PROCEEDINGS:  RULING  ON  MATTER  TAKEN  UNDER  SUBMISSION  ON  MAY 

27,  1992 


The  application  for  preliminary  injunction  is  otherwise  denied. 


7  The  restraints  referred  to  in  sec.  6,  above,  will  become 
effective  upon  plaintiff's  posting  an  undertaking  in  the  sum  of  $70,000 
pursuant  to  CCP  529(a)  by  12:00  noon  on  June  5,  1992. 


8  The  restraints  referred  to  in  sec.  6,  above,  properly  balance 
and  accommodate  the  policies  inherent  in:  (a)  the  protectable  interests 
of  the  parties  to  this  suit;  (b)  the  protectable  interests  of  the  public 
at  large;  (c)  the  goal  of  attaining  full  and  impartial  justice  through 
legitimate  and  properly  informed  civil  and  criminal  judicial  proceedings 
and  arbitrations;  (d)  the  gravity  of  interest  involved  in  what  the 
record  demonstrates  defendant  might  communicate  in  derogation  of  the 
contractual  language;  and  (e)  the  reasonable  interpretation  of  the 
"Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December, 
1986.  The  fair  interpretation  of  all  the  cases  cited  by  the  parties 
indicates  that  this  is  the  correct  decisional  process.  The  law 
appropriately  favors  settlement  agreements.  Obviously,  one  limitation 
on  freedom  of  contract  is  "public  policy";  in  determining  what  the  scope 
of  the  public  policy  limitation  on  the  parties'  rights  to  enforcement  of 
their  agreement  in  the  specific  factual  context  of  this  case,  the  court 
has  weighed  the  factors  referred  to  in  the  first  sentence  of  this 
section.  Litigants  have  a  substantial  range  of  contractual  freedom, 
even  to  the  extent  of  agreeing  not  to  assert  or  exercise  rights  which 
they  might  otherwise  have.  The  instant  record  shows  that  plaintiff  was 
substantially  compensated  as  an  aspect  of  the  agreement,  and  does  not 
persuasively  support  defendant's  claim  of  duress  or  that  the  issues 
involved  in  this  preliminary  injunction  proceeding  were  precluded  by  any 
prior  decision. 


1b  [Page  3  of  4]  Dept.  88  Judge  Sohigian 


May  28,  1992 


DEPT.  88 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OP  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  OP  LOS  ANGELES 


Date:  May  28,  1992 

Honorable  Ronald  M.  Sohxgxan,  Judge 
1C 

BC  052395 

Church  of  Scientology,  International 
vs. 


H.  Cervantes,  Deputy  Clerk 
None  (e.r.m.) 


(Parties  and  Counsel  checked  if  present) 

Counsel  For 
Plaintiff 


Gerald  Armstrong,  et  al. 


Counsel  For 
Defendant 


No  Appearances 


NATURE  OP  PROCEEDINGS:  RULING  ON  MATTER  TAKEN  UNDER  SUBMISSION  ON  MAY 

27,  1992 

9  The  court  does  not  dispositively  decide  the  underlying  merits 
of  the  case  except  for  this  preliminary  determination.  CCP  526(1); 
Bavnoint  Mortgage  Corp.  vs.  Crest  Premium  Real  Estate  etc.  Trust  (1985) 

168  Cal.  App.  3d  818,  823. 


10  Plaintiff  is  ordered  give  written  notice  by  mail  by  June  5, 
1992,  including  in  that  written  notice  a  statement  regarding  whether 
plaintiff  has  or  has  not  posted  the  undertaking  referred  to  in  sec.  7, 
above,  and  attaching  to  that  written  notice  evidence  showing  that  the 
undertaking  has  been  posted  if  that  is  the  fact. 


DATED;  May  28,  1992. 


RONALD  M.  SOHIGtAN 

RONALD  M.  SOHIGIAN 
Judge  of  the  Superior  Court 


A  copy  of  this  minute  order  is  sent  to  counsel  via  United  States  mail 
this  date. 


1c  [Page  4  of  4]  Dept.  88  Judge  Sohigian  Nay  28,  1992 


PROOF  OF  SERVICE 


STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  ) 

)  ss . 

COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES  ) 


I  am  employed  in  the  County  of  Los  Angeles,  State  of 
California.  I  am  over  the  age  of  eighteen  (18)  years  and  not  a 
party  to  the  within  action.  My  business  address  is  6255  Sunset 
Blvd.,  Suite  2000,  Hollywood,  CA  90028. 

On  June  25,  1992,  I  served  the  foregoing  document  described 

as  PLAINTIFF'S  OPPOSITION  TO  DEFENDANT'S  MOTION  TO  STRIKE  on 

interested  parties  in  this  action  as  follows: 

[  ]  by  placing  the  true  copies  thereof  in  sealed 
envelopes  as  stated  on  the  attached  mailing  list; 

[X]  by  placing  [  ]  the  original  [X]  a  true  copy 
thereof  in  a  sealed  envelope  addressed  as  follows: 

Paul  Morantz  BY  HAND 

P.O.  Box  511 

Pacific  Palisades,  CA  90272 


[  ]  BY  MAIL 

[  ]  *1  deposited  such  envelope  in  the  mail  at  Los 
Angeles,  California.  The  envelope  was  mailed  with 
postage  thereon  fully  prepaid. 

[  ]  As  follows:  I  am  "readily  familiar"  with  the 
firm's  practice  of  collection  and  processing 
correspondence  for  mailing.  Under  that  practice 
it  would  be  deposited  with  U.S.  postal  service  on 
that  same  day  with  postage  thereon  fully  prepaid 
at  Los  Angeles,  California  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  business.  I  am  aware  that  on  motion  of  party 
served,  service  is  presumed  invalid  if  postal 
cancellation  date  or  postage  meter  date  is  more 
than  one  day  after  date  of  deposit  for  mailing  an 
affidavit. 

Executed  on  _  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 


[x]  ** (BY  PERSONAL  SERVICE)  I  delivered  such 
envelopes  by  hand  to  the  offices  of  the  addressee. 


Executed  on  June  25,  1992,  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

[X]  (State)  I  declare  under  penalty  of  the  laws 
of  the  State  of  California  that  the  above  is  true 
and  correct. 

[  ]  (Federal)  I  declare  that  I  am  employed  in  the 
office  of  a  member  of  the  bar  of  this  court  at 
whose  direction  the  service  was  made. 


Signature 


*  (By  Mail,  signature  must  be  of  person  depositing 
envelope  in  mail  slot,  box  or  bag) 

**  (For  personal  service  signature  must  be  that  of 
messenger) 


PROOF  OF  SERVICE 


STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  ) 

)  ss . 

COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES  ) 


I  am  employed  in  the  County  of  Los  Angeles,  State  of 
California.  I  am  over  the  age  of  eighteen  (18)  years  and  not  a 
party  to  the  within  action.  My  business  address  is  6255  Sunset 
Blvd.,  Suite  2000,  Hollywood,  CA  90028. 

On  June  25,  1992,  I  served  the  foregoing  document  described 

as  PLAINTIFF'S  OPPOSITION  TO  DEFENDANT'S  MOTION  TO  STRIKE  on 

interested  parties  in  this  action  as  follows: 

[  ]  by  placing  the  true  copies  thereof  in  sealed 

envelopes  as  stated  on  the  attached  mailing  list; 

[X]  by  placing  [  ]  the  original  [X]  a  true  copy 
thereof  in  a  sealed  envelope  addressed  as  follows: 

Graham  Berry  BY  U.S.  MAIL 
Lewis,  D' Amato,  Brisbois  &  Bisgaard 
221  N.  Figueroa  St.  Suite  1200 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90012 

Ford  Greene  BY  U.S.  MAIL 
Hub  Law  Offices 

711  Sir  Francis  Drake  Boulevard 
San  Anselmo,  CA  9490-1949 


[x]  BY  MAIL 

[  ]  *1  deposited  such  envelope  in  the  mail  at  Los 
Angeles,  California.  The  envelope  was  mailed  with 
postage  thereon  fully  prepaid. 

[x]  As  follows:  I  am  "readily  familiar"  with  the 
firm's  practice  of  collection  and  processing 
correspondence  for  mailing.  Under  that  practice 
it  would  be  deposited  with  U.S.  postal  service  on 
that  same  day  with  postage  thereon  fully  prepaid 
at  Los  Angeles,  California  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  business.  I  am  aware  that  on  motion  of  party 
served,  service  is  presumed  invalid  if  postal 
cancellation  date  or  postage  meter  date  is  more 
than  one  day  after  date  of  deposit  for  mailing  an 


affidavit . 


Executed  on  June  25,  1992  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

[  ]  ** ( BY  PERSONAL  SERVICE)  I  delivered  such 
envelopes  by  hand  to  the  offices  of  the  addressee. 

Executed  on  2-5  /f?2-,  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

[X]  (State)  I  declare  under  penalty  of  the  laws 
of  the  State  of  California  that  the  above  is  true 
and  correct. 

[  ]  (Federal)  I  declare  that  I  am  employed  in  the 
office  of  a  member  of  the  bar  of  this  court  at 
whose  direction  the  service  was  made. 


Signature 


*  (By  Mail,  signature  must  be  of  person  depositing 
envelope  in  mail  slot,  box  or  bag) 

**  (For  personal  service  signature  must  be  that  of 
messenger) 


